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University of Minnesota, Morris
Campus Assembly Meeting
6 October 1986
The campus assembly met on Monday, October 6, at 4 p.m. in the Science
Auditorium.
Imholte opened the meeting with two announcements:
1. Mimi Frenier will serve as UMM's affirmative action officer in the
academic area during 1986-87.
2. UMM's enrollment record of 1763 for fall quarter of 1972 was broken
last Friday, October 3, when the 1764th student enrolled for fall
quarter, 1986.
The minutes of June 2, 1986, were approved with the following corrections:
first line on page 1 should read "June 2," instead of "May 2."
third sentence in the third paragraph on page 3 should read: "Thielke
said that 8 seniors had earned grades of Din their majors in
disciplines that do not allow grades of D to be applied to major
requirements."
Imholte distributed an updated page 2 and page 3 of the recommended
committee assignments. Spring noted that the NDTF report required the
widest possible discussion with the Curriculum Committee, the Campus
Resources & Planning Committee, and the assembly. He said this was not
likely to happen in the planning committee because of its proposed
membership. He felt that to accept the membership as shown would subvert
the principles of participatory democracy and that the campus would be
better served if the membership did not include former members of the
NDTF. He moved to delete the planning committee from those to be voted on
at the assembly, return it to the Executive Committee, and ask it to
remove the NDTF members. The motion was seconded. Imholte pointed out
that Campbell was beginning the second year of a two-year term on CRPC,
and therefore was constitutionally eligible to serve. Spring suggested
that Campbell could resign.
Kissack disagreed with Spring, pointing out that only 3 out of 12 voting
members were members of the NDTF. He also mentioned the fact that many
times people have worked as a subcommittee on a particular issue and also
served on the parent committee.
Ordway asked what would become of these people if they
the planning committee. Would they be placed on other
membership had already been approved by the assembly?
could be done; the Executive Committee could come back
with changes.

were removed from
committees whose
Spring thought this
to the assembly

Farrell encouraged members to think seriously about Spring's comments. He
felt that the representation of 3 out of 7 faculty members was
significantly high. Gremmels pointed out that the Executive Committee was
representative of the body at large. The point could be argued that
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accepting Spring's proposal could jeopardize the integrity of the
Executive Committee. He said he would vote against the proposal. Hodgell
said that it was legitimate to question the membership of committees--that's why the membership is brought before the assembly. Kubik agreed
with Spring. He said the 3 NDTF members would have a stronger voice if
they were members of the planning committee and felt that committee needed
to be unbiased.
Blake asked members of the Executive Committee if this issue had arisen in
its discussions of committee membership. Imholte thought it had not.
Kemble explained that with the recent constitutional revision, trying to
balance divisional representation with expressed interest in committees
made the task of assigning people to committees very difficult. Nellis
said that the Executive Committee had discussed Ahern's membership on the
committee, but if anything, had felt that he might be an aid to the
planning committee.
Hinds noted that some of the individuals involved were senior members of
the faculty. He believed them to be fair and equitable and felt they had
valuable knowledge of the issue. Hart said that he didn't think Spring's
proposal was a challenge to fairness, but an attempt to get fresh ideas
and perspectives. Peterson pointed out that some people had long tenure
on the planning committee, and if fresh viewpoints were the issue, perhaps
those people should resign.

A vote was taken on the proposal to ask the Executive committee to remove
NDTF members from the planning committee and replace them with others.
:rbe motion failed with 24 in favor. 48 against.ands abstentions.
A vote was then taken on the proposed committee membership list.
was approved.

The list

The assembly meeting adjourned.

Forum
The forum began with the distribution of "Project Prosper Background."
Imholte read through the document for clarification. He said that along
with the Curriculum Committee and the assembly (mentioned in the second
paragraph on page 1), the CRPC should also be included. That committee
will be involved in terms of resources.
Imholte indicated that he could now give a better answer to question #9.
He reported that he and Bettina Blake met with President Keller on October
3 as a follow up to a lengthy session they had with him this past summer.
He said that Keller recognized and agreed with the fact that UMM is
already underfunded (having nothing to do with Project Prosper), but he
made it clear that if UMM wanted funding assistance, it would have to come
up with new and additional programs in response to CTF. Although Imholte
stressed the fact that UMM was underfunded now, Keller indicated that this
was true of the rest of the University as well.
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Imholte said that 2) under #11 was not directly applicable to Project
Prosper; it is for honors courses.
Hart asked if #13 was a change from the draft proposal which set up a
"surrogate" group. Imholte responded that the courses to be approved
would come from the teaching unit to the general education surrogate group
and then to the Curriculum Committee. Ahern pointed out that the
initiatives for courses come from the disciplines to the Currriculum
Committee and then go to the assembly. The Curriculum Committee will have
to answer how it wants to handle the recommendations coming to it. The
primary responsibility of the surrogate group would be to decide what
courses should be certified. Ahern went on to say that the document the
assembly reacts to at the end of fall quarter will give a much clearer
answer to Hart's question.
Lammers wondered what was meant by "teaching unit." He asked if that
meant that the division would be bypassed. Imholte said no; the same
route will be followed as is done now.
Ahern expressed appreciation to the members of the NDTF who had worked
diligently for the past 18 months. He then commented briefly on the
document that had been distributed to membrs earlier entitled "Revisions
to the Proposed General Education Program." He indicated that the
revisions were a result of administrative reactions and reflections on
conversations with those outside the NDTF. He noted that the changes in
the foreign language requirements were partly due to reflections and
discussions over the summer, but also to the new entrance requirements.
Ahern noted a correction. On page 2, the last line of #4 should read #7
instead of #8.
Thielke also expressed appreciation to the task force for its work, but
expressed concern that as the assembly deals with these issues, it bear in
mind the following:
sequence courses begin only in fall quarter
some courses are taught only every other year
there is not much flexibility now
focusing on lower division courses is good for the campus
list of courses which meet requirements should be as large as possible
commitment to allowing students to meet degree requirements in 4 years
Ordway asked if the Fall Freshman Course had to be taught fall quarter.
She felt that because of sequence courses, fall quarter was a bad time for
freshmen to have to take a required course. She wondered if the task
force had thought about offering the Freshman Course during winter or
spring quarters? Ahern said that it had been discussed, but the task
force felt there were more compelling reasons (including the entrance
standards) for it to be taught fall quarter. C. Braithwaite indicated
that the speech discipline has faced some of the same problems and were
exploring the possibility of starting some of their sequence courses
winter quarter.
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Farrell was concerned about the orderliness and timeliness of getting the
Freshman Course started; i.e., the work involved in deciding which faculty
would be responsible for the course. Ahern said that the task force was
aware of the problems involved, but thought that other factors outweighed
the logistical problems.
Barber asked if the Freshman Course would have a bearing on how freshman
composition would be taught. Ahern said at least in the first year, it
could be assumed that there would be the same number of freshman
composition sections. The hope is that eventually a higher proportion of
freshmen would exempt out of the first quarter of freshman comp, but at
this time a reduction in the number of sections was not recommended.
Barber indicated that if all freshmen take the Freshman Course, and if
most freshmen take composition, then if they also try to work in the
preprofessional courses, it could prove most difficult. Campbell noted
that IT has to respond to CTF also, and that Dean Infante had expressed a
willingness to work with UMM so as to make the preprofessional program not
so rigid. This would give UMM more flexibility. Van Alstine commented
that he had never liked the idea of putting freshmen into sequence courses
and pointed out that most preprofessional students ended up staying 3
years anyway. Guyette thought that someone should follow up on Campbell's
remarks and communicate with Dean Infante on this issue soon.
Straw questioned the number of credits and contact hours. Ahern replied
that it was an appropriate expectation of work for 5 credits. He pointed
out that it required an extensive amount of reading, individual
conferences, etc. He noted that University standards do not apply to
contact hours, but to expectation of students. Hart pointed out that
freshman comp courses do for the most part meet 5 days a week.
Imholte ended discussion on Project Prosper and moved on to the timetable
that Dean Blake had distributed. Blake indicated that the timetable came
about by working backwards from the 10/1/89 date. She pointed out that
the key item is the 10/1/87 date on the second page. By that time, the
Fall Freshman Course and College Writing I and II should be in place. She
noted that in the first year of the program, 500 students will be
affected; in the second year, it will affect both freshmen and sophomores,
etc. Blake explained that as the program develops, everything else
changes at the same time. As new faculty are added, there will be a major
easing of a whole variety of problems. By the end of fall quarter, a
decision will be made regarding the conceptual part of the plan. Some
doors will close and others will open for future development.
Blake thought that the number of sections of freshman comp would not
remain the same because of the Fall Freshman Course.
Students in the
middle range of ability could be assigned to College Writing I in the fall
as much as possible, but the best students would not be scheduled to begin
till winter quarter. She explained that the Fall Freshman Course would
require enough writing so that some freshmen might thus be able to exempt
out of the first quarter of composition.
Blake also pointed out that under Project Prosper, no student would need
to take more than the required 180 credits to graduate.
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Farrell asked if this would be the only forum to discuss the proposal.
Blake explained that the Curriculum Committee would now take over the
direction of the proposal and would welcome suggestions.
The forum adjourned at 6:50 p.m.
Submitted by Pat Tanner

